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ABSTRACT 

The primary purpose of the reported survey uas to 
id€ntify the extent of cooperative arrangements between local school 
districts and institutions of higher education (IllE's) uith approved 
teacher education programs. The survey also sought information on 
current service activities that IHE*s are engaged in vith school 
districts and the potential need areas in their future relationship 
with school districts. The survey population consisted of teacher 
education contact persons working at the iHE's, These individuals act 
as liaison k€tween th€ IHE and the Pennsylvania State Cepartment of 
Education. Results indicate that although there is widespread 
activity cn many program levels, there does not seem tc be a 
siqnificant difference in the crganizational activity level. Both 
individual prcfessors and the institutions, as a whole, are equally 
engaged in cccperative activities with local school districts* There 
appears to b€ a slight movement towards a greater sharing of 
resources thrcugh information dissemination, exchange of materials, 
formalized referral systems, and personnel exchange. This movement 
reflects a need felt ty both the schocl system and the IHE's. Other 
need£ identified were: (1) more information available on educational 
innovations: (2) consortial arrangements for developing and providing 
cooperative prcgrams: (3) information about resources and technical 
assistance: and (U) maintaining a data base for and about education. 
Results of the survey questionnaire are appended to this report. 
(JC) 
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rKACllKK EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 
COOPERATIVE AKKANGHMKNTS SUKVliY 



I, PURPOSIi 



The primary purpose of this survey is to identify the extent of 
cooperative arrangements between local school districts and institutions 
of higher education (IKE^s) with approved teacher education programs, 
A second purpose is to identify the types of service activities that 
IKE* s are currently engaged in with school districts , A third purpose 
is to indicate those cooperative arrangements which IKE* s see as 
potential need areas in their future relationships with school districts. 

II, POPULATION 

The survey population consisted of 86 teacher education contact 
persons working at the 86 IKE's with approved teacher education programs. 
Of the total population 60 contact persons returned usable question- 
naires. This provided an overall response rate of 69,7 percent. 

The specific breakdown of response by institutional category is 
as follows- 



RESPONSE BY 


INSTITUTIONAL CATEGORY 






Responding Total # 


% Responding 




by Category 




Independent Colleges 


37 54 


68% 


Independent Universities 


^ 10 


AO/J 


State Colleges 


13 13 


100% 


State Universities 


1 I 


100% 


State Related Universities 




757. 


State Aided Universities 


1 2 


50% 


Branch Campuses 


2 2 


100% 


The above percentages indicate 


that , with the excep t Ion 


of Independent 


universities, all segments are 


well represented In the survey results . 


iThe term "contact persons** refers to individuals designated by the IKE 



to act as liaison between the IHE and the Pennsylvania State Department 
of Education, 



Ill- QUESTIONNAIRE 



The questionnaire was adapted from a 1978 HIE national study. 
The final form of the questionnaire was developed with the assistance 
of the Division of Teacher Education and Ihz Division of Research in 
the Department of Education* The instrument was field tested with the 
help of two college contact persons at a state owned and independent 
col lege . A copy of the ques tionnaire may be found in the Appendix. 

The quet^ tionnaire was designed to focus on two organisational 
levels: individual faculty based activity (entrepreneurial commitment) 
and institution based activity (institutional commitment) . This was 
done to assure that both individual and institutional activity were 
represented in the final results. In addition^ a further check could 
then be done on the quantity and type of activity engaged In at the 
two organizational levels. 

Survey results of the closed eiided items were analyzed using 
simple frequency counts. Open ended items (2, 4* 6, 8, 11 and 18) 
were ranked according to frequency with the highest frequency receiving 
a rank of "1** etc. 

In order to determine activities of hi^h interest to teacher 
education institutions, responses to questionnaire items 20r34 were 
treated in the following manner; It was assumed that a respondent whose 
institution was interested in an activity would indicate that interest 
by marking response choice 1 * 2^ 3 or 8 . Hence ^ these responses were 
summed and considered a rough measure of the institutions* Interest 
m an activity. The activities were then ranked according to the degree 
of ^Interest shown in them, producing the table on page 5- 

IV. DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

Results of the survey are found in the Appendix, Percentages refer 
to the percent of response to that specific item. 



Lotto ^ Linda and David Clark, An Assessment of Current and Potential 
Capacity of Education with Recommendations for Federal Support Strat- 
egies , National Institute of Education^ San b'ranclsco, CA; Par West 
Laboratory^ June 1978, 



Generally t there Is a great deal of cooperative aervlce activity 
occurring beti^cen IHE*s and school districts. As one might expect^ 
IHE's with large teacher education departments (state Institutions, 
state related and l^^^g^ Independent universities) are considerably 
more active than IHE's with small teacher education departments. 

Although there la widespread activity on many program levels » 
there does not seem to be a significant difference In the organizational 
activity level. Both Individual professors and the Inst 1 tut Ions » as 
a whole, are equally engaged In cooperative activities. However* school 
districts tend to call on Individual faculty members more often* rather 
than forming Institution based relationships. This Is not surprising 
considering the fact that - few Institutions report having a formal 
referral system for handling consulting requests. In addition* other 
studies have shown the Importance and strength of personal relation- 
ships when dealing with large organizations, Apparently* school district 
personnel find It easier to approach Individuals known to them rather 
than attempting to form a relationship with the employing organization. 

The types of activities engaged In by IHE's across all organiz- 
tional levels were fairly common* and* could be described as tradition- 
al. Most often cited cooperative activities by rank order included: 

1, Inservlce workshops 

2, Assisting in curriculum development 

3, Needs assessment (program planning) 
A. Improvement of testing procedures 

5. Evaluation (curriculum and support programs) 

V, DISCUSSION 

Indicators of Emerging Trends In Institutional Cooperative Arrangements 

ftelow are noted those activities which appear infrequently In 
the survey responses . In short * they are only mentioned once or twice 
by respondents. Could these "lesser" cooperative arrangement activities 
be emerging trends? Could they be vestigial activities? Or could they 
be so much an everyday activity that they were not thought to be worth 
mentioning? Below Is the list of activities mentioned least frequently. 
This list was compiled from responses to items 2* 4* 6, 8* II, 18 (no 
rank order) , 
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Faculty exchange between IHB's and school districts* 

Lo;iR ranj^e (2-5 years) professional staff development for 

school districts. 

Helping to develop and then provide technical assistance 
to locally based teacher centers . 

Problem solving workshops focused on the very specific needs 
of a building or district (rather than approaching a district 
with a pre-packaged workshop). 

Institution wide committee charged with handling and direct- 
ing inquiries regarding resource people to meet the unlquu 
needs of the school or district* 
Tripartite committee linking lU, LEA and the IKB. 
Use of other academic departments at colleges to support 
Teacher Corps « Upward Bounds Elderhostel * migrant children 
projects • 

Dissemination and exchange of materials. 

* Formal ized referral service to appropriate department at the 
higher education institution* 
On-site workshops at a school building. 

, In-depth analysis of school climate and follow up for improve- 
ment . 

Practice and skill based workshops with an attitudinal 
change component as opposed to mainly cognitively oriented 
workshops. 

There appears to be a slight movement towards a greater sharing 
of resources through dissemination of information* exchange of mater- 
ialst formalized referral systems and personnel exchanges. At the same 
time* there is some activity focused on solving particular school build* 
ing concerns through on-site workshops* school climate assessments, 
prob lem solving encounters and the development of local teacher centers 
(modeled perhaps after the federally funded centers). Finally* workshop 
activity suggests* in one or two instances* a shift from the one or 
two day in-service workshop to a systematic » long range staff develop- 
ment process that aims at producing lasting attitudinal change while 
providing practice and skill building experiences. 

the data do not indicate how widespread any of the above activi- 
ties ate. However* the activity areas did show up In the results* and 
there is some support for such practices in recent educational I iter a- 
ture» especially in the areas of educational dissemination* staff develop 
ment and planned change. In short* we may have a glimpse of tomorrow's 
trends . 



In addition to rciying on the open ended items to assess current 
types of cooperative activity, a matrix was provided on the question- 
naire (see appendix) to identify high interest and activity levels at 
IHE's* Below is a table showing high to low ranking of IS activities 
engaged In by teacher education components as identified in the re- 
search literature* 

ACTIVITY Rank 
Providing consultant assistance to LEA's as 81*9 1 
a formal service to the institution* 

Conducting in-service projects and programs 81 2 
for LEA personnel (excluding regular advanc-^ 
ed degree programs)* 

Education faculty participation in in- 80*9 3 

service council(s) of intermediate anit(s)* 

Helping LEA's effect desired changes* 80*3 4 

Demonstrating new practices and innova" 77*9 5 

tions to LEA's* 

Evaluating LEA practices* 77*6 6 

Conducting field service projects with/ 73*9 7 

for lea's* 

Disseminating information about education- 73*8 8 
al innovations to LEA's* 

Servicing and nurturing new programs that 71*9 9 
have been installed in LEA's* 

Producing basic knowledge about education* 71*2 10 
Producing applied knowledge about education* 70*7 11 

Developing educational products (e*g*, 69*7 12 

tests, other curricular materials) to 
meet needs of LEA* 

Consortial arrangements with other higher 66*1 13 
education institutions for developing and 
providing cooperative programs with LEA's* 

Disseminating information about resources 65*8 
and technical assistance offered to LEA's* 

Maintaining a data base for/about education* 56*4 15 



Percent of respondents who answered the questionnaire item by mark- 
ing a 1^ 2, 3 or 8 response choice* 



5 9 



Not surprisingly^ the roost highly valued matrix Items (rouked 
1*6 above) were also roentloned In the open ended questionnaire Items 
as those activities which Institutions and Individual faculty were most 
often engaged In* These appear * once again* to be the traditional 
cooperative service activities* 

On the other hand* It was noted that Items 9* 13* 14 and 13, 
above* although not rated as high Interest activities* were rated on 
the matrix (see appendix) as the most highly needed activities* These 
four low ranked activities* Interestingly enough* closely parallel 
those activities cited as possible eme rising trends In a previous sec- 
tion of this paper* The Identified matrix activities are: 

8* Disseminating Information about educational Innovations to 
lea's* 

13* Consort lal arrangements with other higher education Institu- 
tions for developing and providing cooperative programs with 
lea's* 

14 * Disseminating Information about resources and technical 
assistance offered to LEA's* 

15* Maintaining a data base for/about education. 

The fact that the above four areas were Identified as high need 
areas for IHE's* shows that there Is a clear recognition regarding 
the needs and future relationships of teacher preparation organizations 
and school districts* College f acul ty members and administrators who 
answered the questionnaire were reflecting the recent educational re- 
search literature* Respondents clearly Indicated the activities they 
perceived to be Important for the coming decade . The question, of 
course* remains: will the Institutions possessing the resource capa- 
bilities be able to shift their emphases to meet the emerging needs 
of school districts and school buildings? Part of that answer may 
lie In the response to survey Item 36* While ^6 percent of the respond- 
ents Indicated that they were undecided about whether to expand their 
present Involvement with school districts* 44 percent reported that 
they would be expanding cooperative act Ivlt les In the near future* 



VI. CONCLUSION 



Dissemination and Utlllssatlon 

In educational circles it often happens that once a survey is 
completed and the information analyzed* there is ^ brief circulation 
period* and then the data are filed away. It is not the intent of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education to allow that to happen to the 
information collected in the open ended sections of the survey. 

Instead* the data will be viewed as ^ starting point for collect- 
ing more definitive information on existing cooperative arrangements 
between IHE's and local school districts. This information will then 
be placed in the Pennsylvania Educational Resources f ile under the 
Promising Practices category. The information on this computerized 
file will be available to all intermediate unit* IHE and school district 
personnel throughout Pennsylvania. It is hoped that the dissemination 
of such information may eventually spark the development of additional 
cooperative activities among IHE's, school districts and intermediate 
units . 

For additional information about the report or the types of pro- 
grams offered by specific institutions, please call Richard Dumaresq 
(717-783-3747). 
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TEACHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS: 
COOPERATIVE ARRANGEMENTS SURVEY 

Inttructiom 

Ptaasa answar all itoms. If tha spaca Provided is insufficiant, plaasa attach ac*ditonal P^ges and numlMr aach itam as necessary. 
If you have any questions about tha survey, Plaase contact Richarcj Dumarasq at (717) 783*3747* 

Definition 

For tha purpose of this survey, cooperative arrangamants ara defined as the delivery of any educational services by faculty 
(acting as independent agent(s) or as designated rePresentativa(s) of tha institution) to a school district, school building, and/ 
or intermediate unit* Services may include, for exemPle, demonstreting e new teaching technique, developing a program 
evaluation process, assisting in the selection of new course materials. Providing Insarvice courses, implementing a needs 
essessment or self study, etc. 

Special Note 

Item 1 1 refers to what you consider to be your most significant cooperative progrem. With your permission (Item 12), your 
answer wilt be listed in a statewide resource data bank of model cooperative Projects. Plaasa be as specific as possible when 
answering Item 11. Include the PurPosa of the Project, sPecWic services and particular/desired outcomes. 

Thank you for your helP. 



ERLC 



1. Has your institution (i.a*, not individual faculty members 
acting on their own) participated m a cooperative 
Program(s) with schools, school districts and/or fnter* 
mediate units in the past two academic years? 

Ves -6,2'-?'^ No-30i25ilf/Vo, proceed to Item 4J 
(1) (2) 



What was the Purpose of tha cooperative Programis)? 
(For example, needs assessment, demonstrating a new 
teaching technique, assistance in selecting new practices 
responsive to locat needs, program evaluation, inservice 
education.) 

(a) In-service involvement mainly throu gh 
workshops 

(h) Assisting in curriculum dervel^pment 



Needs assessment 



(^j) Evaluation 



3. Does your institution maintain a committee charged with 
responsibility for stimulating, coordinating and/or 
supporting cooperative programs with schools, school 
districts and/or intermediate units? 



Vac 31 > 9 % NoiLl% 
(1) (2) 



4, If Yes, Please specify tha primary responsibilities and/or 
emphases of the committee's work* 

( a) XnaeWtce tnyplyeroent r planning pyp gramg , 

ervaluation, 

revision through committees ^tnd 
cooper a tion/lialson with Rf.hoola 

5* At your institution are there eny special arrangements 
(e,g., joint appointments or interdepartmental projects) 
which bring together education faculty and faculty 
from other ecadamic units to work on cooperative 
projects with schools, school districts and/or intermediate 
units? 

45,4 % 54.5% 
(1) (2) 

6* If Yes, Please describe the arrangements briefly* 
Inter-disciplinary cooperation 



(b). 



Student teaching supervision and 

evaluation 

In-service involvement 

fti) Programs provided for specific need s 
of school f!iRtrlr.1-g. 
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7, Does your institutiof^ervfca arrangements with schools, 
school districts and/or intermediate units in which 
faculty members paaicipate as a part of thek regutar 
toad? 

Yes Mo 78,9 % 
(1) (2) 

& If YeSf please list some examples of services performed/ 
(e.g*. conducting curriculum survey, ran on-site needs 
assessment workshop, etcJ? 

(fl) Workshops 



(b) In-servtca invQlvement 



(c) Needs assessment 



9. How often do schools, school districts and/or inter- 
mediate units request formal assistance from your 
institution (as an institution) for service Projects (e.g., 
help in adopting or generating new programs, hetp In 
solving local problems, etc.)? (Check one.) 

^jS^^ Frequently (3 or more times a month) 

19,6%, 



(2) 



-Occasionally (once or twice every month) 



51.^% Rarely (two or three times a year) 
(3) 

lijl6% Never 
(4) 

10. Is your institution currently participating in or planning 
an especially Innovative cooperative program with a 
school, sctiool district Bn6)or intermediate unit? 

^1-1% Mn 58,9% 

(1) (2) 

11. If Yes, please describe the Program below. 

(a) "Teacher Corps" - program designe d 
to improve instruction in public scho ols 

fb> Use of television for classroom 
Instruction, 

(c) Speech and l^guage services for 
hearing Impaired* 

(d) Ethnic heritage program* 

(e) Sximmer activities for gifted 
students , 



12. May we share this description with others? 
VP. N/A (M^ N/A 



(1) 



(2) 



13. Sometimes an msthuthn is not involved in cooperative 
Projects with schools, school districts and/or inter* 
mediate units, although its faculty, acting independently, 
are. Is this the case with your institution? 

(II 

15 i 8% Mo (If «o. Proceedto Item 19.) 
(2) 

_7 Faculty are involved both independently and 

through institutional involvement. 
It 8% No Response 
M. Approximately how many of your teacher education 
faculty are independently involved during an average 
academic year? 

J?Z.A , Faculty members acting independently, 

15, These faculty represent what percent of total 
education faculty? 

N/A V. 

16, Who typfcaify initiates this involvement? 

ILsi^l Faculty 20,3% No response 

School District/IU 
15,3% Both 

17. How often do schools, school districts and/or inter- 
mediate units make requests of assistance from your 
faculty? {Check oneJ 

l^L^Frequently (3 or more times a month) 

f±i:Jl^ Occasionally (once or twice every month) 
(2) 

^^JL?:^ Rarely (two or three times a year) 
(3) 

JjlZ^ Never 

13%% No response 

18. Please list examples of the services performed by 
faculty members acting independently (e.g,, conducted 
curriculum survey, ran on site needs assessment 
workshops, etc J. 

Workshops held by faculty In currlc uluni 
and up-dating instructional techniq ues 
(^) In-service Involvement " workshops 
and prograios 



(c) Eyj^liifftinn of school curriculum, 
testlngjprogram (needs asgessment ) 



19. Some institutions are seeking ways to alter their present 
faculty reward structures to create more incentives for 
faculty participation in cooperative programs with 
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schools, school districts and/or intermediate units. If 
YOU have anV suggestions, please write them below. 

(a) Count faculty Involvaaent with 
school district^ as workload 



(b) Equate collegiate credit with fac ulty 
Involvement 

(c^ Re-evaluate Tm 's rigid llmlte 

on use of staff and funds. 



Listed below are some activities often engaged in bv 
teacher education institutions. Please indicate your 
institution's involvement in each activitv bv checking 
the appropriate ^oacefs). tin the matrix "LEA" 
means "local education agency." which, in this case, 
should be construed to include both public and 
Private schools, school districts and/or intermediate units. 

Activity 




20. Developing educational products (e.g., texts, other 
curricular materials) to meet needs of LEA. 



7.6% 



4.5%25.85 



3.o:s 



1.5% 



4,5;j2i.2;; 



31.8; 



21. Disseminating information about educational 
innovations to LEA's. 



l2.3% 



I0.8%gl.5^ 



3.i;j 



4. em. 9% 



29.2% 



22. Helping LEA'S effect desired changes. 



:.9.7% 



8.2Z23.0K 



1.6S 



6.6;?11.5% 



29.5! 



23. Evaluating LEA Practices. 



:.3.4% 



6.0%26.n 



1.5t 



4.5^ 



6.0;? 10. 4% 



31.35 



24. Producmg basic knowledge about education. 



:.9.7% 



7.6%21.2S 



3.0:? 



9.U 



16.7! 



22.7; 



25. Producing applied knowledge about education. 



;:3.i% 



6.2% 



20. o:^ 



1.5J 



7. 7;? 20.0% 



21.5? 



26. Maintaining a data base for/about education. 



:.o.9% 



5.5% 



32.7^ 



3.6:? 



9.1^ 



14.5:S16.4% 



7.3^ 



27. Conducting inservice projects and programs for LEA 
personnel (excluding regular advanced degree Programs). 



::6.8% 



7.3%L7.1S 



1.2% 



4.9g 



12.2% 



30.55 



28. Providing consultant assistance to LEA's as a formal 
service of the institution. 



;.9.7% 



9.1% 27. -32 



1.5% 



1.52 



4.5;s 



10.6% 



25.85: 



29. Conducting field service Projects with/for LEA's. 



:»0.0% 



6. 2% 24. 6% 



3.1:? 



1.52 



6.2% 



15.4% 



23.1? 



30. Demonstrating new Practices and innovations to LEA's. 



;.4.7% 



10. 3% 25.0% 



2.9% 



5.9% 



13.2% 



27.9/ 



31. Servicing and nurturing new programs that have been 
installed in LEA's. 



:.2.3% 



7.0% 33.3% 



3.5% 



5.3:? 



3.5%15.8% 



19.3?: 



32. Disseminating information about resources and 
technical assistance offered to LEA's. 



9.33 



11.1%29j6% 



3.7% 



11.1% 



3.7% 



16.7% 



14.8? 



33. Consortial arrangements with other higher education 
institutions for developing and providing cooperative 
Programs with LEA's. 



:.6.9% 



5.1%40.7% 



3.4% 



1.7% 11. 9% 16. 9% 



3.4;; 



34. Education faculty participation in inservice council(s) 
of intermediate unit(sK 



'(2.9% 



1.6%15.9% 



4.8% 



3. 2% 11.1% 



20.65 



35. Other (specify). 



h6.7% 



16.7% 



16.7/ 
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36* Is your institution planning to expand its present 
involvement in cooperative service to schools^ school 
districts and/or intermediate units tn the near future? 

Ye5 No 9-3% Undecided 

(1) (2) 0) 

37. Who is the person to contact at your institution 
regarding cooperative services? 



Name . 
Titles 



38. Would you like to receive a summary of the response; 
to this quasttonnaire? 



Yes. 



No. 



(2) 



39« Other then that provided in Item 11, may we share this 
information with others? 



Yes- 



ID 



No. 



(2) 



Address 



Phone- 



Institution: 



Please return to: Dr. Clayton Sommers by March 24, 1960 
Commissioner for Higher Education 
Pennsylvania Department of Education 
333 Market Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17126 
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